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TO  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  PENN- 
SYLVANIA. 


In  accordance  with  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  Law,  (1919  P. 
L.  No.  893  Sec.  18)  the  State  Supervisor  herewith  presents  “a  de- 
tailed report  of  the  number  of  beneficiaries,  the  amount  expended, 
and  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  system,  with  recom- 
mendation for  improvement.” 

CHANGES  IN  THE  LAW. 

The  1923  General  Assembly  provided  for  the  appointment  of  the 
Trustees  for  a term  of  six  years,  appointments  to  vacancies  occurring 
during  unexpired  terms  being  made  as  interim  appointments  for  the 
unexpired  period  of  the  term.  . 

THE  PRESENT  STATUS  OF  THE  WORK  IN  THE  COUNTIES. 

1.  Counties  Operating  Under  the  Law. 

Fifty-five  counties  have  taken  advantage  of  the  Mothers’  Assist- 
ance Law.  Five  counties  were  organized  during  the  year,  June  1, 
1923  to  May  31,  1924,  Armstrong,  Carbon,  Monroe,  Susquehanna  and 
Warren.  Of  the  counties  still  unorganized,  Elk,  Mifflin  and  Wayne 
are  of  the  sixth  class,  containing  a population  of  from  25,000  to 
50,000;  the  remaining  eight  counties  are  in  the  seventh  class  of 
counties,  each  of  which  contains  less  than  25,000  people.  Ninety- 
seven  and  five  tenths  per  cent  of  the  population  of  the  State  live  in 
counties  organized  under  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Law. 

2.  Comity  Workers. 

The  value  of  the  constructive  work  which  the  State  is  rendering 
to  its  dependent  fatherless  children,  may  be  tested  in  two  ways: 
first,  by  the  adequacy  of  the  service  it  renders  in  health  and  edu- 
cational supervision;  in  the  guarantees  it  constructs  for  adequate 
mother  and  home  care;  in  the  doors  of  opportunity  it  opens  for  a 
rich  and  fulfilling  life;  and  secondly,  by  the  adequacy  of  the  financial 
assistance. 

In  the  early  years  of  the  work  the  necessity  under  which  the  trus- 
tees labored  of  doing  a great  deal  of  active  family  visiting  and  super- 
vision was  a real  blessing  because  it  gave  them  an  intimate  and  first 
hand  understanding  of  the  lives  of  the  mothers  and  children  whom 
they  were  serving  in  the  name  of  the  State. 
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The  trustees  never  should  and  never  will  cease  from  active  service, 
but  they  should  be  relieved  to  an  increasing  extent  of  the  routine  of 
investigation  and  of  regular  monthly  visitation,  including  health 
and  school  supervision.  Many  trustees  will  always  enjoy  the  friendly 
visiting  of  certain  families,  'but  they  cannot  in  their  odd  leisure 
hours  carry  the  entire  responsibility.  It  is  a task  too  great  for 
casual  and  intermittent  attention. 

In  tiie  first,  second,  third  and  fourth  class  counties,  twenty-four 
in  all,  full  time  workers  are  employed.  In  four  more  counties,  Car- 
bon, Franklin,  Bucks  and  Adams,  workers  are  employed  on  part 
time.  Indiana  County  has  for  several  years  employed  a part  time 
worker.  In  Lycoming  County,  the  Secretary  of  the  Social  Service 
Bureau  gives  a considerable  amount  of  service  on  behalf  of  the  in- 
vestigation of  applicants  for  Mothers’  Assistance.  In  Franklin 
County,  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  shares  a worker  with  the 
Juvenile  Court,  and  in  Adams  county,  with  the  Juvenile  Court  and 
the  Bed  Cross.  This  is  an  ideal  plan  and  many  of  the  Boards  in  the 
fifth  class  counties  (containing  a population  of  from  50,000  to 
l0O,OOO)  are  making  an  effort  to  bring  about  similar  arrangements. 

It  would  also  be  extremely  worthwhile  if  three  agencies  in  eacli 
of  the  sixth  class  counties,  (containing  from  25,000  to  50,000  people), 
of  which  Adams  is  an  example,  would  share  a county  worker.  Time 
and  effort  could  be  greatly  economized,  the  entire  county  could  be 
adequately  cared  for,  and  the  cost  would  be  slight  to  each  agency. 

3.  Adequacy  of  Aid. 

The  second  test  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  law  is  the  adequacy  of 
the  financial  aid.  The  physical  basis  of  life  must  be  the  foundation 
for  all  high  qualities  of  the  spirit.  The  amount  of  the  grant  has  a 
definite  relation  not  only  to  the  health  and  material  conditions  under 
which  the  children  are  reared,  but  to  such  potent  factors  as  the 
degree  of  mother  care,  regular  school  attendance,  the  kind  of  com- 
panionship and  amusements,  and  the  whole  temper  and  quality  of  the 
children’s  emotional  and  psychic  life.  The  grant  must,  therefore, 
be  such  that  the  mother  can  give  to  her  children  a minimum  of  ade- 
quate nurture,  whether  this  means  full  or  partial  support. 

It  is  of  great  significance  in  the  administration  of  the  law,  that 
the  Boards  of  Trustees  are  increasingly  conscious  of  their  obli- 
gation to  give  adequate  aid.  During  the  past  seven  years,  almost 
every  month  has  shown  that  the  State  average  of  monthly  grants 
has  increased,  though  only  a few  cents  each  month. 

The  following  table  shows  that  the  average  monthly  grant  per 
family  for  May  1924  was  $35.92  and  per  child  was  $9.17 ; for  May 
1923  the  average  was  $34.04  per  family  and  $9.46  per  child,  and  for 
May  1922  the  average  was  $29.18  and  $7.97  respectively. 


TABLE  I.— SHOWING  STATE  AND  COUNTY  EXPENDITURES  FOR  GRANTS;  NUMBER 
OF  FAMILIES  AND  CEIT  DREN  AIDED:  AVERAGE  GRANT  PER  FAMILY"  AND  PER 
CHILD  FOR  MONTH  OF  MAY  1924. 


Expended 

for 

Grants 

Number 

of 

Families 

Number 

of 

Children 

Avera  ge 
Family 
Grant 

Average 
Grant 
Per  Child 

I.  Philadelphia  - ...  

* 33,210  CO 

860 

3,064 

$ 38  62 

$ 10  84 

II.  Allegheny  .... 

18,643  00 

482 

1,695 

38  68 

10  99 

III.  Berks,  

3,553  00 

80 

329 

39  92 

10  80 

Lackawanna,  

6,244  00 

170 

542 

36  73 

11  52 

Luzerne' 

4,350  00 

132 

531 

32  96 

8 19 

Schuylkill  _ _ 

4,566  00 

141 

470 

32  38 

9 71 

Westmoreland  ...  . .. 

5,086  no 

139 

516 

36  59 

9 86 

IV.  Beaver,  ...  . . ... 

2,090  00 

50 

184 

41  80 

11  36 

Blair,  

1,971  00 

67 

225 

29  42. 

8 76 

Cambria  ... 

1.990  00 

56 

215 

35  54 

9 26 

Chester,  . 

2,115  00 

69 

225 

30  65 

9 40 

Clearfield,  ...  .. 

1,950  00 

50 

134 

39  00 

10  60 

Dauphin  ..  . 

2,002  CO 

59 

180 

33  93 

10  59 

Delaware,  . ..... 

2.130  00 

49 

184 

43  47 

11  58 

Erie  

2,146  00 

56 

204 

38  32 

10  52 

Fayette  . . ...  . 

2,234  00 

59 

227 

37  86 

9 84 

Lancaster,  

2.135  00 

52 

188 

41  06 

11  36 

Lehigh,  

1,895  00 

40 

175 

47  38 

10  83 

Montgomery,  

2,310  00 

58 

203 

39  83 

11  38 

Northampton,  ... 

1,925  00 

43 

163 

44  77 

11  81 

Northumberland 

2,158  00 

64 

270 

.33  72 

7 99 

Washington,  

1,510  00 

46 

163 

32  83 

9 26 

York,  . _ 

2,036  00 

54 

183 

37  70 

11  13 

V.  Armstrong,  ...  

330  00 

11 

38 

30  00 

8 68 

Bradford,  _ 

705  00 

24 

86 

29  38 

8 20 

Bucks,  ...  

662  00 

21 

83 

31  52 

7 98 

Butler,  . . ....  

635  00 

20 

78 

31  75 

8 14 

Carbon,  ....  . ... 

60  00 

3 

7 

20  00 

8 57 

Crawford.  

705  00 

33 

98 

21  36 

7 19 

Cumberland,  . . . 

725  00 

27 

76 

26  85 

9 54 

Franklin.  

C84  00 

20 

80 

34  20 

8 55 

Indiana,  

707  00 

25 

101 

28  28 

7 00 

Jefferson.  ...  . 

700  00 

31 

97 

22  58 

7 22 

Lawrence,  ...  ..  .. 

020  00 

31 

102 

20  00 

6 08 

Lebanon.  . 

357  CO 

13 

42 

27  40 

8 50 

Lycoming,  ... 

585  00 

20 

73 

29  25 

8 01 

Mercer,  ....  ...... 

7r5  00 

31 

102 

24  35 

7 40 

Somerset,  . . . 

625  00 

22 

91 

28  41 

6 87 

Venango,  _ .. 

771  00 

28 

92 

27  54 

8 38 

VI.  Adams.  . 

260  00 

9 

26 

28  89 

10  00 

Bedford,  _ . 

294  00 

9 

29 

32  67 

10  14 

Centre,  ....  . . 

361  CO 

13 

48 

27  77 

7 .52 

Clarion,  ..  ... 

310  00 

9 

.39 

34  44 

7 95 

Clinton.  . ...  . 

375  00 

20 

156 

18  75 

5 68 

Columbia,  ...  . 

380  00 

13 

51 

29  23 

7 45 

Greene,  ...  . ..  . 

350  00 

12 

32 

29  17 

10  94 

Huntingdon.  . ..  . 

330  00 

12 

38 

27  50 

8 68 

McKean, 

324)  on 

13 

43 

25  .38 

7 67 

Susquehanna,  . ..  

40  00 

1 

4 

40  OO 

10  00 

Warren.  . 

HO  00 

3 

15 

46  66 

9 33 

VII.  Juniata,  

165  00 

6 

13 

27  50 

12  84 

Monroe.  . . ...  ... 

105  00 

4 

13 

26  25 

S 07 

Montour.  . ..  ... 

142  00 

6 

21 

23  67 

6 76 

Trotter,  _ _ _ 

170  00 

10 

f9 

17  00 

4 Sfi 

Union,  .... 

106  00 

4 

8 

26  50 

13  25 

Totals, 

$121,733  00 

3,389 

12.C60 

$ 35  92 

$ 9 17 

It  is  true,  however,  that  the  present  maximum  grants  provided  by 
law,  $20  for  the  first  child  and  $10  for  each  additional  child,  are 
inadequate,  under  the  following  conditions: 

1.  When  there  are  only  two  children  in  the  family.  In  the  small 
family,  the  initial  overhead  expense  is  proportionately  greater  than 
in  the  large  family,  and  the  present  allowance  is  insufficient  to 
meet  this  need. 

2.  When  there  are  several  children  under  school  age  or  a large 
family  of  children  all  under  working  age,  who  require  the  mother’s 
full  time  and  care. 

3.  When  the  mother  is  physically  unable  to  work  for  wages. 


The  following  story  illustrates  the  dangers  attendant  upon  in- 
adequate assistance:  Mrs.  Benton  is  an  arrested  case  of  tuberculosis. 
She  has  tive  children  under  twelve;  one  child  has  been  at  a State 
Sanatorium  for  tuberculosis  and  all  of  them  are  delicate.  The  two 
hundred  dollars  remaining  over  after  her  husband’s  death,  she  in- 
vested in  a five-room  house  and  she  has  nothing  besides.  The  maxi- 
mum grant  is  $50,  though  she  should  have  an  income  of  $95  to 
provide  the  necessities  of  life.  The  doctor  has  forbidden  all  work 
outside  of  her  home  and  she  has  to  be  very  careful  not  to  over  exert 
herself  doing  her  own  housework.  Much  rest  is  prescribed,  and  a 
very  nutritious  diet  containing  plenty  of  eggs,  milk,  vegetables  and 
fruit,  for  herself  and  for  the  children.  In  her  despair  at  lack  of  in- 
come, Mrs.  Benton  rented  three  rooms,  keeping  for  herself  only 
the  kitchen  and  one  bedroom  on  the  second  floor,  which  she  and  all 
four  children  occupied;  she  slept  in  one  of  the  two  beds  with  two  of 
the  children.  Because  of  insufficient  bed  clothing,  the  windows  were 
not  opened  at  night  in  winter,  and  the  kitchen  that  constituted  the 
living  room  was  a dark  dreary  room  with  almost  no  sunshine.  At 
the  time  of  the  Supervisor’s  visit,  Mrs.  Benton  was  in  poor  physical 
condition  and  if  she  develops  active  tuberculosis,  it  will  cost  the 
State  many  dollars  more  to  restore  her  to  health  in  a sanatorium 
and  to  board  the  children  in  an  institution  than  it  would  have  cost 
to  provide  the  extra  margin  necessary  to  save  her  health. 

fn  a county  in  Pennsylvania  which  has  high  standards  of  work, 
ri  survey  made  in  the  summer  of  1924  showed  that  out  of  66 
families  receiving  maximum  grants,  51  had  an  income  ranging 
from  5 to  40%  below  that  called  for  in  the  standard  household  bud- 
get, which  is  used  as  a guide  in  computing  the  neeessarv  expendi- 
tures for  families  under  care.  The  exact  facts  were  as  follows: 

7 families  had  an  income,  including  the  grant,  of  from  5 to  10%  below  the  budget; 

14  families  had  an  income,  including  the  grant,  of  from  10  to  20%  below  the  budget ; 

19  families  had  an  income,  including  the  grant,  of  from  20  to  40%  below  the  budget ; 

11  families  had  an  income,  including  the  grant,  of  40%  or  more  below  the  budget; 

The  standard  budget  used  in  computing  the  estimate  for  household 
expenses  is  listed  below  and  it  will  be  readily  seen  that  it  allows  no 
margin  for  anything  beyond  the  necessities  of  life.*  (The  budget  is 
computed  on  a monthly  basis) 

♦Allowances  for  food,  and  sundries  as  per  the  New  York  Nutrition  Ocvmcil  Budget;  for  house- 
hold supplies  as  per  the  Chicago  Standard  Budget,  for  clothing  as  per  the  Westchester  County, 
New  York  Budget. 


RENT:  Amount  paid.. 
FOOD : 


Boys  cost  per  month 

Girls  cost  per  montli 

Age — years 

A.  (Minimum) 

B.  (Maximum) 

A.  (Minimum) 

B.  (Maximum) 

Under  2 _ . _ 

$ 5 20 

$ 6 93 

$ 5 20 

$ 0 93 

2—3  

5 42 

7 15 

5 20 

a oa 

3—4  

5 63 

7 15 

5 42 

6 9a 

4—7  

5 86 

7 37 

5 63 

6 93 

7—8  

6 28 

7 58 

5 85 

7 15 

8—9  

6 72 

8 02 

6 28 

7 37 

9 — 11  

7 58 

8 67 

6 50 

7 80 

11  — 12  

8 23 

9 53 

6 93 

8 02 

12  — 15  

9 20 

11  00 

7 37 

8 45 

15  — 10  

9 75 

11  92 

7 80 

8 88 

Over  16  - - -- 

10  83 

12  78 

9 10 

9 75 

CLOTHING: 

Woman  at  work  $7.56 

Woman  at  home  , 

Older  girl  at  work 7.50 

Older  boy  at  work 7.44 

Girl  10  — 14  years  4.41 

Boy  10  — 14  years 4.54 

Child  (i  — 10  years  3.62 

Child  3 — 6 years  2.67 

Child  of  2 or  under 2.78 


FUEL  AND  LIGHT: 

$7.50  per  month. 

HOUSEHOLD  SUPPLIES  AND  FURNISHINGS: 


Family  of  two  members  $3.00 

Family  of  three  and  four  members 3.75 

Family  of  five  and  six  > 4.50 

Family  of  seven  and  eight  . 5.25 

Family  of  nine  and  ten  6.00 


INSURANCE:  Amount  paid,  with  maximum  of  10c  a week  for  each 
child  and  25c  a week  for  the  mothers. 

SUNDRIES  (including  recreation,  care  of  health,  carfare,  news- 
papers, church  dues,  postage  and  incidentals)  ; $1.00  a month 
per  person  with  a maximum  of  $7.00  for  a family. 


In  the  fall  and  winter  of  1923,  the  State  Supervisor  made  a study 
of  Mothers’  Assistance  for  the  United  States  Children’s  Bureau  in 
ten  localities  in  the  United  States  and  Canada,  including  the  two 
Pennsylvania  counties  of  Allegheny  and  Berks.  All  of  the  State  laws 
governing  the  eight  agencies  administering  mothers’  aid  which  were 
included  in  the  study,  excluding  the  two  Pennsylvania  counties, 
provided  for  more  adequate  assistance  than  did  the  Pennsylvania 
Law,  the  only  exception  being  the  State  of  Washington. 
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The  communities  studied,  the  amount  of  aid  allowed  by  law,  and 
Ihe  average  monthly  assistance  per  family,  are  listed  below: 

Hamilton  County,  Ohio  (includes  Cincinnati) 

The  law  allows  $35  per  month  for  the  first,  child  and  $10  for 
each  additional  child.  The  average  monthly  grant  was  $30.71. 

Erie  County,  New  York  (includes  Buffalo) 

The  law  allows  the  same  amount  as  would  be  necessary  if  the 
children  were  cared  for  in  an  institution.  In  Buffalo  this  was 
$5  per  week  or  $2.1 .60  per  month  per  child.  The  average  monthly 
grant  per  family  was; $51.81. 

Wayne  County,.  Michigan  (includes  Detroit) 

The  law  allows  $43.33  per  month  for  the  first  child  and  $6.66 
for  each  additional  child.  The  average  monthly  grant  per  family 
was  $42.45. 

Cook  County,  Illinois  (includes  Chicago) 

The  law  allows  for  counties  with  a population  of  300,000  or 
over,  $25  for  the  first  child  and  $15  for  each  additional  child. 
The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $50.31. 

Winnipeg,  Manitoba,  Canada 

There  is  no  legal  maximum ; aid  may  be  granted  according  to 
the  need.  The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $57.40. 

King  County,  Washington  (includes  Seattle) 

The  law  allows  $15  for  the  first  child  and  $5  for  each  additional 
child.  The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $20.00 

New  Bedford,  Massachusetts 

The  law  sets  no  limit  to  the  amount  of  aid  which  may  be  given. 
The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $43  in  addition  to 
fuel,  shoes  and  medical  service. 

San  Francisco  County,  California 

The  law  allows  $20  per  month  for  each  child.  The  average 
monthly  grant  per  family  was  $37.00. 

Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania 

The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $39.10. 

Berks  County,  Pennsylvania 

The  average  monthly  grant  per  family  was  $39.50. 

As  an  aid  in  securing  a scientific  foundation  for  determining  the 
maximum  assistance  which  Pennsylvania  should  allow,  the  Super- 
visor recpiested  I)r.  I.  M.  Rubinow,  Executive  Director  of  the  Phila- 
delphia Jewish  Welfare  Society,  to  prepare  a memorandum  on  the 
basis  of  the  experience  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society,  the  only  re- 
lief organization  in  Philadelphia,  and  one  of  the  very  few  in  the 
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State,  which  assumes  the  responsibility  for  supporting  families  eli- 
gible to  Mothers'  Assistance  until  their  turn  is  reached  on  the  wait- 
ing list,  and  supplements  the  Mothers’  Assistance  grants  in  Jewish 
families  when  inadequate  up  to  requirements  of  a normal  budget. 

Dr.  Rubinow  is  the  well  known  author  of  “Social  Insurance,”  and 
since  he  has  been  Director  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society,  he  has 
made  a number  of  valuable  budget  studies.  The  recommendations  he 
makes  are  based  partly  upon  the  analysis  of  the  family  budgets  of 
sixteen  families  receiving  Mother’s  Assistance,  and  aided  also  by  the 
Jewish  Society;  and  partly  upon  other  statistical  data,  drawn  from 
the  relief  records  of  the  Society.  This  study  is  so  valuable  and  the 
recommendations  so  in  accord  with  the  need  that  it  is  printed  entire 
as  a supplement  to  this  report,  (see  Page  14). 

The  Supervisor  believes  that  the  Law  should  be  amended  so  as 
to  meet  with  greater  elasticity  and  reasonable  adequacy  the  need  of 
all  families  receiving  assistance,  and  recommends  that  Dr.  It u binow’s 
suggestion  be  made  the  basis  of  an  amendment  as  follows: — 

$35  for  the  first  child 

$20  for  the  second  child 

$15  each  for  the  third  and  fourth  child 

$10  for  each  additional  child  including  an  unborn  child  if 
there  are  other  children  in  the  family  who  entitle  the 
mother  to  assistance. 

This  change  will  not  signify  an  automatic  increase  of  alt  grants, 
nor  trill  the  grants  which  arc  increased  he  raised  automatically  to 
the  maximum,  as  the  Boards  which  aim  to  give  adequate  assistance, 
adjust  the  grant  within  the  legal  maximum,  according  to  the  need  of 
the  family  on  the  basis  of  such  a standard  budget  as  is  given  above. 
In  a large  proportion  of  families,  full  support  is  not  required  because 
there  is  a working  child,  or  the  mother  is  able  to  make  some  financial 
contribution  without  neglect  of  her  home.  Furthermore,  the  Boards 
of  Trustees  have  always  shown  themselves  conservative  and  econ- 
omical in  the  handling  of  State  funds. 

DIFFICULTIES  ARISING  DUE  TO  METHOD  OF  APPORTION- 
MENT. 

As  has  been  noted  in  previous  reports,  the  Pennsylvania  system 
of  apportioning  the  State  appropriation  presents  serious  difficulties. 
Under  any  system  of  lump  sum  appropriation,  the  apportionments 
are  too  much  or  too  little.  There  is  no  elasticity  and  human  beings, 
children  in  this  case,  are  lost  in  the  shuffle. 

Furthermore,  in  an  industrial  State  like  Pennsylvania,  the  ratio 
of  widowhood  to  the  population  is  not  uniform  and  consistent  as 
between  counties  so  that  any  scheme  of  apportionment  according 
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to  which  the  counties  are  divided  into  classes  by  population,  must 
be  unsatisfactory.  A glance  at  the  table  on  Page  15  shows  the  in- 
congruities within  the  various  classes  which,  for  convenience,  are 
here  illustrated : — 


I.  Class. 

Estimate  of  families 
eligible  to  Mothers’ 
Assistance,  on  active 

Widows  & wives  of  insane 
men  with  children  under 
16  receiving  aid  from  Poor 

or  waiting  list. 

Boards,  not  known  to 

Berks 

95 

Mothers’  Assistance  Fund. 
0 

Lackawanna 

308 

202 

Luzerne 

202 

382 

Schuylkill 

207 

110 

Westmoreland 

215 

24 

IV.  Class. 

Beaver 

70 

12 

Cambria 

166 

71 

Chester 

107 

0 

Clearfield 

68 

o 

Erie 

116 

16 

Fayette 

117 

32 

Lancaster 

63 

0 

Northumberland 

91 

83 

York 

57 

0 

Though  not  so  serious,  such  differences  in  need  within  the  various 
classes  occur  throughout  the  fifth,  sixth  and  seventh  classes  also. 
It  is  clear  that  no  scheme  of  apportionments  based  exclusively  upon 
population  by  classes  can  solve  this  dilemma.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  are  equally  serious  objections  to  apportionments  based  exclu- 
sively upon  need. 

1.  Such  a proposal  would  be  designated  as  class  legislation  and 
would  be  disallowed  by  the  legislature  or  by  the  courts. 

2.  The  basis  of  calculation  would  be  too  variable  and  open  to  local 
interpretation  to  render  the  scheme  valid. 

Under  the  law,  the  counties  arc  required  to  match  the  State  ap- 
portionments in  full  and  this  is  an  extremely  important  provision  for 
the  maintenance  of  standards  of  administration  and  aid.  Ultimately 
some  method  must  be  found  of  equalizing  the  State  appropriation  to 
meet  the  needs  in  the  industrial  counties. 


STATE  APPROPRIATION  JUNE  1,  1923— May  31,  1925. 

The  Legislature  of  1923  appropriated  $1,750,000  for  the  Mothers’ 
Assistance  Fund.  After  deducting  $25,000  for  the  administration  of 
the  State  office,  there  remained  $1,725,000  to  be  apportioned  among 
the  counties  according  to  the  same  classification  as  applied  during 
the  previous  biennium.  By  Executive  order  the  Mothers’  Assistance 
Fund  spent  during  the  first  fiscal  year,  June  1,  1923  to  May  31.  1924, 
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40%  of  one-half  of  this  sum,  a like  amount  being  spent  by  the 
counties.  At  the  beginning  of  the  second  fiscal  year,  the  full  ap- 
propriation was  released  plus  the  10%  withheld  during  the  first 
year,  making  an  increase  of  20%  available  for  that  year,  over  the 
allotment  of  the  first  fiscal  year. 

The  law  further  provides  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  fiscal 
year,  the  apportionments  set  aside  for  the  unorganized  counties, 
shall  revert  to  the  organized  counties  on  a basis  not  to  exceed  25% 
of  the  State  apportionments  to  the  counties  for  a two-year  period, 
providing  that  the  County  Commissioners  match  this  “surplus  fund.” 
The  sum  available  for  this  purpose  becomes  progressively  smaller  at 
each  biennial  period  because  of  the  organization  of  new  counties; 
there  was  thus  available  for  the  present  fiscal  year  from  the  “sur- 
plus fund”  only  2%  of  the  State  apportionments  to  be  reapportioned 
among  the  organized  counties.  The  following  tables  show  the  State 
apportionments  to  the  counties  for  the  first  find  second  fiscal  years. 
The  State  and  county  apportionments  for  each  of  these  two  years 
amount  to  twice  the  State’s  share. 


TABLE  II.— SHOWIXG  STATE  APPORTIONMENT  TO  COUNTIES  JUNE  1,  1923— MAY  SI, 
1924,  AFTER  DEDUCTING  TEN  PER  CENT  OF  THE  APPROPRIATION  WHICH  WAS 
WITHHELD  BY  EXECUTIVE  ORDER. 

(Organized  Counties  in  Capitals.) 


! 

Class 

- 

Yearly 

Budget 

Per  Year 

Per  Month 

I.  PHILADELPHIA,  , 

$186,300  00 

Fund: 
Office : 

$167,670  00 
18,630  00 

. $13,972  50 
1,552  50 

II.  ALLEGHENY.  

$124,200  00 

Fund: 

Office: 

$111,780  00 
12,420  00 

$ 9,315  00 
1,035  00 

III.  BERKS,  LACKAWANNA,  LUZERNE, 

SCHUYLKILL,  WESTMORELAND,  

$ 29,497  50 

Fund: 

Office: 

$ 26,547  75 
2,949  75 

$ 2,212  31 
245  81 

IV.  BEAVER,  BLAIR,  CAMBRIA,  CHESTER, 
CLEARFIELD,  DAUPHIN,  DELAWARE, 
ERIE,  FAYETTE,  LANCASTER,  LEHIGH, 
MONTGOMERY,  NORTHAMPTON, 

NORTHUMBERLAND,  WASHINGTON, 

YORK. 

$ 12,614  06 

Fund: 

Office: 

■ 

$ 11,352  66 
1,261  40 

$ 946  05 

105  11 

V.  ARMSTRONG.  BRADFORD,  BUCKS, 

BUTLER,  (CARBON,  CRAWFORD,  CUM- 
BERLAND, FRANKLIN,  INDIANA,  JEF- 
FERSON, LAWRENCE,  LEBANON, 

LYCOMING,  MERCER,  SOMERSET, 

VENANGO. 

$ 4,366.  40 

Fund: 

Office 

$ 3,929  76 
436  64 

$ 327  48 

36  38 

VI.  ADAMS,  BEDFORD.  CENTRE,  CLARION, 
CLINTON,  COLUMBIA,  Elk,  GREENE, 
HUNTINGDON,  McKEAN,  Mifflin, 

SUSQUEHANNA,  Tioga,  WARREN,  Wayne. 

$ 2,199  37 

Fund: 

$ 1,979  44 

$ 164  96 

VII.  Caimron,  Forest,  Fulton,  JUNIATA, 

MONROE,  MONTOUR,  iPerry,  Pike, 

POTTER,  Snyder,  Sullivan,  UNION, 
Wyoming. 

$ 1,044  05 

T^urrl : 

Office 

$ 9'0  <6 

104  49 

$ 78  37 

8 7# 

12 


TABLE  III.— SHOWING  STATE  APPORTIONMENT  TO  COUNTIES  JUNE  1,  1924-MAT  31, 
1925.  THIS  TABLE  INCLUDES  THE  TEN  PER  CENT  WITHELD  THE  FIRST  YEAR 
AND  THE  TWO  PER  CENT  EXTRA  ALLOTMENT  FROM  FUNDS  REVERTING  FROM 

UNORGANIZED  COUNTIES. 

(Organized  Counties  in  Capitals.) 


Class 

Yearly  Budget 

Per  Year 

Per  Month 

I.  FHIpADELPHIA,  

(With  2% 

$227,700  00 

Fund: 

Office: 

$204,930  00 
22,770  00 

$17,0,7  50 
1.897  50 

allotment) 

235,980  00 

212,382  00 
23,598  00 

17,098  50 
1,906  50 

II.  ALLEGHENY,  __ 

(With  2% 
allotment) 

$151,800  00 
157,320  00 

Fund : 
Office: 

$136,620  00 
15,189  00 

141,588  00 
15,732  00 

$11,286  00 
1,205  00 

11,799  00 
1,311  00 

III.  BERKS,  LUZERNE,  LACKA- 
W ANNA,  SUJ1UY  LKI  LI , 

WESTMORELAND. 

(With  2% 
allotment) 

$ 30,052  50 
37,303  50 

Fund : 
Office 

$ 32,447  25 
3,6f5  25 

33,627  15 
3.736  35 

$ 2,703  98 
300  4 3 

2,802  26 
311  36 

IV.  BEAVER,  BLAIR,  CAMBRIA, 
CHESTER,  CLEARFIELD. 
DAUPHIN,  DELAWARE. 

(With  2% 

$ 15,417  19 

Fund: 

Office: 

$ 13,875  48 
1.541  71 

$ 1,156  29 
128  47 

ERIE,  FAYETTE,  LAN- 

CASTER, LEHIGH,  MONT- 
GOMERY, NORTHAMPTON, 
NORTHUMBERLAND,  WASH 
INGTON,  YORK. 

allotment) 

15,977  82 

14,380  04 
1,597  78 

1,198  33 
133  14 

V.  ARMSTRONG,  BRADFORD, 

BUCKS,  BUTLER,  CARBON, 
CRAWFORD,  CUMBERLAND, 

(With  2 % 

$ 5,336  731 

Fund: 

Office 

$ 4,803  06 
533  67 

400  25 
44  47 

FRANKLIN,  INDIANA,  JEF- 
FERSON, LAWRENCE,  LEB- 
ANON, LYCOMING,  MERCER 
SOMERSET,  VENANIGO. 

allotment) 

5,530  79 

4,977  72 
553  07 

414  81 
46  08 

VI.  ADAMS,  BEDFORD,  CENTRE, 
CLARION,  CLINTON,  CO- 
LUMBIA, Elk,  GREENE1, 

With  2% 

$ 2,688  13 

Fund : 
Office: 

$ 2,419  32 
268  81 

$ 201  61 
22  40 

HUNTINGDON,  McKEAN, 

Mifflin,  SUSQUEHANNA,  Ti- 
oga, WARREN,  Wayne. 

allotment) 

2,785  88 

2,507  .30 
278  58 

203  94 
23  21 

VII.  Cameron,  Eorest,  Fulton, 

JUNIATA,  MONROE,  MON- 
TOUR, Ferry,  Pike,  POT- 

(With  2i% 

$ 1,277  17 

Fund : 
Office: 

$ 1,149  46 
127  71 

$ 95  78 

10  64 

TER,  Snyder,  Sullivan, 

UNION,  Wyoming. 

allotment) 

1,323  01 

1,191  25 
132  36 

99  27 
11  02 

AN  ESTIMATE  OF  THE  NEED  OF  THE  MOTHERS’  ASSIST- 
ANCE FUND  IN  PENNSYLVANIA. 

The  1922  report  showed  a waiting  list  of  5,000  families  which 
could  not  be  assisted  for  lack  of  funds.  The  increase  of  $750,000 
in  the  1923  appropriation  over  that  of  the  former  appropriation  has 
reduced  the  waiting  list  to  half  what  it  was  two  years  ago,  and  has 
permitted  1,200  families  to  be  added  to  the  active  payrolls. 


TABLE  IV.— SHOWING  DISPOSITION  OF  APPLICATIONS  RECEIVED 
June  1,  1922 — Hay  31,  1924 


Receiving  aid  May  31,  1924 

Grants  cancelled  between  June  1, 
1922  and  May  31,  1924. 

Total  families  aided  between  June 
1,  1922  and  May  31,  1924. 

Pending  May  31,  1924 

Widows  & wives  of  insane  men 
with  children  under  sixteen  re- 
ceiving aid  from  Poor  Boards, 
not  known  to  Mothers'  Assist- 
ance Fund. 
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I.  Philadelphia,  

800 

301 

1,161 

1 

646 

12 

7 

II.  Allegheny,  _ 

482 

127 

609 



127 

255 

29 

85 

III.  Berks,  _ 

89 

29 

U8 

4 

2 

Lackawanna,  

170 

19 

189 

1 

11 

149 

40 

202 

Luzerne,  

132 

40 

172 

13 

3 

75 

5 

382 

Schuylkill,  

141 

90 

231 

2 

80 

15 

no 

Westmoreland,  __ 

139 

32 

171 

49 

25 

2 

24 

IV.  Beaver,  ______ 

60 

31 

81 

20 

12 

Blair,  

67 

17 

84 

2 

s 

;$ 

Cambria,  - -- 

56 

21 

77 

33 

68 

11 

71 

Chester,  

69 

12 

81 

28 

6 

6 

. Clearfield,  

50 

11 

61 

9 

13 

2 

Dauphin,  

59 

11 

70 

14 

6 

7 

Delaware,  . — 

49 

12 

61 

12 

1 

n 

4 

3 

Erie,  

56* 

19 

75 

7 

16 

34 

21 

10 

Fayette,  

59 

22 

81 

40 

6 

12 

6 

32 

Lancaster, 

52 

6 

58 

9 

3 

Lehigh,  _ __  _ 

40 

16 

56 

33 

.31 

6 

6 

Montgomery,  

58 

25 

83 

9 

28 

Northampton,  .„ 

43 

7 

50 

31 

1 

7 

21 

Northumberland, 

64 

29 

93 

14 

19 

83 

Washington,  

46 

20 

66 

3 

1 

58 

4 

9 

York,  _ _ _ 

54 

8 

62 

1 

2 

V.  Armstrong,  _ _ 

11 

11 

1 

1 

50 

Bradford, 

24 

10 

34 

12 

6 

4 

4 

Bucks,  __  _ _ 

21 

10 

31 

8 

3 

2 

Butler,  

20 

8 

28 

3 

3 

10 

3 

3 

48 

Crawford,  _ 

33 

10 

43 

27 

3 

30 

5 

1 

Franklin,  

20 

w 

27 

4 

3 

9 

Indiana,  

25 

10 

35 

8 

4 

w 

Jefferson,  

31 

11 

42 

10 

1 

Lawrence,  

31 

13 

44 

5 

21 

Lebanon,  _ __  _ 

13 

9 

22 

1 

1 

Lycoming, 

20 

8 

28 

10 

7 

Mercer,  _ __  _ 

31 

10 

41 

7 

16 

1 

13 

Somerset,  

22 

5 

27 

3 

1 

37 

Venango,  _ __  __ 

28 

10 

38 

9 

2 

VI.  Adams,  __  _ _ 

9 

4 

13 

4 

Bedford,  _ _ 

9 

3 

12 

6 

3 

1 

9 

Centre,  _ _ __ 

13 

6 

19 

13 

1 

1 

9 

3 

12 

2 

2 

£ 

Clinton,  _ . 

20 

6 

26 

Columbia, 

13 

3 

16 

17 

32 

Greene,  . 

12 

7 

19 

3 

Huntingdon,  

12 

6 

18 

5 

3 

i 

15 

McKean,  _ 

13 

4 

17 

2 

7 

1] 

Susquehanna, 

1 

1 

6 

Warren, 

3 

3 

5 

VII.  Juniata,  _ _ 

6 

3 

9 

1 

ft 

4 

4 

5 

1 

1 

Montour,  _ _ _ _ 

6 

1 

7 

Potter,  ...  . 

10 

7 

17 

. 2 

Union, 

4 

2 

1 

- 

Totals,  

3,389 

1,084 

4,473 

574 

198 

1,462 

170 

1,356 

The  above  table  shows  that  8389  families  were  receiving  aid  May 
31,  1924.  There  were  on  the  waiting  list  2036  families  who  applied 
within  the  two-year  period  and  368  families  who  applied  before  .Tnne 
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1,  1922,  making  a total  of  2,104  families.  Assuming  that  one-third 
of  the  families  whose  applications  were  uninvestigated  May  31,  1924, 
would  be  ineligible  as  past  experience  bears  out,  there  would  remain 
3,860  presumably  eligible  families  on  the  waiting  list.  This  number 
s dded  to  the  3,389  present  beneficiaries  comes  to  5,249,  who  are 
presumably  eligible  at  the  present  time,  were  there  available  funds. 

A careful  inquiry  has  recently  been  made  to  determine  the  number 
of  families  eligible  to  Mothers’  Assistance  who  have  not  applied 
for  this  aid,  but  are  receiving  outdoor  relief  from  the  Poor  Boards; 
so  far  as  can  be  determined,  there  are  at  least  678  families  receiving 
such  aid  which  are  eligible  to  Mothers’  Assistance.  This  estimate 
is  made  after  deducting  one-half  from  the  total  number  of  1 356 
widows  and  wives  of  insane  men  with  children  under  sixteen  years 
of  age  receiving  outdoor  relief  in  Pennsylvania,  not  known  to  the 
Mothers’  Assistance  Fund.  The  total  list  of  eligible  families  would 
thus  be  increased  to  5,  927.  Nor  does  this  take  into  account  the 
normal  increase  of  applications  over  cancellations  which  cannot  be 
determined  while  there  is  the  long  waiting  list.  Furthermore,  it  is 
obvious  that  in  a few  counties,  eligible  mothers  are  not  applying  be- 
cause they  are  unacquainted  with  the  law,  or  are  deterred  by  the  long 
delays  incident  to  inadequate  funds.  On  a conservative  estimate, 
the  State  should  be  caring  for  between  5,800  and  6,000  families. 
At  an  average  monthly  grant  per  family  of  .$42,  the  sum  required 
would  amount  to  from  $3,248,000  to  $3,360,000. 


A STUDY  OF  THE  BUDGETS  OF  16  FAMILIES  RECEIVING 
MOTHERS’  ASSISTANCE  AND  SUPPLEMENTARY  AID 
FROM  THE  JEWISH  WELFARE  SOCIETY,  AND  OTHER 
DATA  FROM  THE  RECORDS  OF  THE  JEWISH  WELFARE 
SOCIETY,  WITH  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  AN  INCREASED 
MAXIMUM  ALLOWANCE  UNDER  THE  LAW. 

By 

Dr.  I.  M.  Rubinow,  Executive  Director, 

Je.vish  Welfare  Society  of  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

If  the  purpose  of  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  is  to  enable 
mothers  to  rear  their  own  children,  and  to  prevent  the  placement 
of  half  orphans  in  child  caring  institutions,  it  follows  that  the  scale 
of  assistance  for  the  support  of  children,  in  their  own  homes,  should 
be  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Experience  lias  demonstrated  that  the 
present  scale  of  $20  for  the  first  child  and  $10  for  every  additional 
child  under  16,  is  insufficient  to  enable  mothers  to  rear  their  children, 
unless  there  are  some  additional  soux*ces  of  revenue.  This  is,  at 
least,  true  so  far  as  large  cities  are  concerned. 
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The  Jewish  Welfare  Society  of  Philadelphia  assumes  the  obligation 
of  supporting  mothers  with  dependent  children  up  to  the  time  that 
they  can  be  cared  for  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund,  and  supple- 
ments the  Mothers’  Assistance  grants  up  to  the  requirements  of  a 
normal  budget.  The  experience  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  is, 
therefore,  utilized  in  an  effort  to  compute  what  should  be  a fair  and 
! satisfactory  rate  of  benefits  under  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund. 

The  budgetary  system  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society,  like  many 
other  progressive  and  modern  family  agencies,  in  giving  relief  to  needy 
families  follows  a carefully  worked  out  and  itemized  budgetary  sys 
tern  which  is  revised  every  year  in  accordance  with  the  changes  in 
nrices.  As  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  writer,*  through  a careful 
ji  (comparison  between  the  budgets  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  and 
the  results  of  investigation  into  the  workingmen’s  standards  of  liv- 
ing, by  the  Philadelphia  Bureau  of  Municipal  Research,*  the  relief 
budgets  constitute  about  85%  of  a normal  working-man’s  budget  for 
3 normal  family.  This  seems  to  establish  both  the  adequacy  and 
reasonableness  of  the  relief  budgets.  An  85%  basis  of  a normal 
budget  would  certainly  not  appear  to  be  excessive  if  the  purpose  of 
the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  legislation,  to  establish  normal  living 
conditions  for  semi  orphans,  is  to  be  realized. 

In  any  computation  of  a family  budget,  the  expenditures  may  lie 
classified  in  two  groups: 

1.  Those  referrable  to  the  family  as  a whole,  such  as  rent,  fuel, 
etc. 

2.  Those  referrable  to  the  individual  members  of  a family.  Be- 
ginning with  the  latter,  the  following  Tables  T and  II  give  the  costs 
for  children,  according  to  age  under  four  items:  (a)  Food,  (M 
Clothing,  (c)  Recreation,  (d)  Incidentals  as  granted  by  the  Jewish 
Welfare  Society  to  its  families  for  both  boys  and  girls. 


TABLE  1. — SHOWING  CHILDREN’S  BUDGET  ("BOYS)  FOR  FOOD,  CLOTHING, 
RECREATION  .AND  INCIDENTALS.  (PER  MONTH) 


Boy 

Food 

Clothing 

Recreation 

Incidentals 

Total 

Under  1,  _ _ _ 

5.20 

1.65 

.25 

7.10 

1,  __  

5.20 

.25 

7.1ft 

2,  ...  

1 .65 

.25 

7.36 

3,  

2.25 

.25 

8.15 

4,  

2.25 

_ _ 

.25 

8.35 

5.  

6.15 

2.25 

_________ 

.40 

8.80 

6,  

6.50 

a 65 

.50 

.40 

11.06 

7,  

6.05 

<5.00 

.50 

.40 

11.50 

8,  

7.35 

o eg 

.50 

.40 

11.90 

9,  

7.80 

3.65 

.50 

.40 

12.35 

10,  

8.35 

3.05 

.50 

.60 

13.10 

11,  

9.00 

3.65 

.50 

.60 

13.75 

12,  

9.50 

3.65 

.50 

.60 

14.25 

13,  

10.00 

4.00 

.50 

.00 

15.10 

14,  

10.50 

4.00 

1.50 

.60 

10.60 

15,  

11.00 

4.00 

1.50 

.60 

17.10 

Average:  ..  . 

7.53 

3.07 

.44 

.43 

11.47 

Average  for  age  5-15:  

8.46 

3.62 

.64 

.51 

13.23 

•Relief  Budgets  and  Standards  of  Living,  by  Dr.  I.  M.  Rubinow,  Jewish  Social  Servic« 
Quarterly,  Volume  No.  I,  Number  1,  February  1924. 

•“Workingmen’s  Standards  of  Living  in  Philadelphia”.  Also  Bulletins  No.  463  and  No.  56? 
of  the  Philadelphia  Bureau  of  Municipal  Research. 
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TABLE  II. — SHOWING  CHILDREN’S  BUDGET  (GIRLS)  FOR  FOOD,  CLOTHING, 
RECREATION  AND  INCIDENTALS.  (PER  MONTH) 


Girls 

Food 

Clothing 

Recreation 

Incidentals 

- Total 

Under  1,  . . - 

5.20 

1.65 

.25 

7.10 

1,  _ _ _ ___ 

5.20 

1.65 

.25 

7.10 

2,  _ 

5.45 

1.65 

.25 

7.3& 

3,  

5.65 

2.25 

.25 

8.15 

4,  

5.85 

2.25 

.25 

8.35 

5,  _ __  

6.05 

2.25 

.40 

8.70 

6,  _ . _ _ 

6.15 

2.55 

.50 

.40 

9.60 

7,  _ __  _ _ 

6.30 

2.55 

.50 

.40 

9.75 

8,  

6.50 

2.55 

.50 

.40 

9.95 

9,  

6.95 

2.55 

.50 

.40 

10.40 

10,  

7.35 

2.55 

.50 

.00 

11.00 

11,  

7.75 

2.55 

.50 

.00 

11.40 

12,  

8.20 

2.55 

.50 

.60 

11.85 

13,  

8.65 

3.35 

.50 

.60 

13.10 

14,  

9.00 

3.35 

1.50 

.60 

14.45 

15,  

9.45 

3.35 

1.50 

.60 

14.90 

Average:  - — 

6. 86 

2.47 

.44 

.43 

■ 

10.20 

Average  for  age  5-15:  

7.48 

2.47 

.64 

.51 

11.37 

TABLE  III.— SHOWING  AVERAGE  CHILDRENS’  AND  MOTHER’S  BUDGET  FOR  FOOD, 
CLOTHING,  RECREATION  AND  INCIDENTALS.  (PER  MONTH) 


Age 

Boys 

Girls 

Average 
for  Boys 
and  Girls 

Aver- 
age includ- 
ing Rent 
and  Fuel 

Under  1,  - — 

7.10 

7.10 

7.10 

12.10 

1,  - 

7.10 

7.10 

7.10 

12.10 

O 

7.35 

7.35 

7.35 

12.35 

3,  

8.15 

8.15 

8.15 

13.15 

4,  --  — 

8.35 

8.35 

8.35 

13.35 

5,  --  

8.80 

8.70 

8.75 

13.73 

6,  ... 

11.05 

9.60 

10.325 

15.315 

7,  

11.50 

9.75 

10.625 

15.625 

8,  

11.90 

9.95 

10.925 

15.925 

0,  __  

12.35 

10.40 

11.375 

16.375 

10,  

13.10 

11.61 

12.05 

17.05 

11,  

13.75 

11.40 

12.575 

17.575 

12,  — - - 

14.25 

11.85 

13.05 

18.05 

13,  

15.10 

13.10 

14.10 

19.10 

14.  

16.60 

14.45 

15.525 

20.525 

15.  . — --  

17.10 

14.90 

16.00 

21.00 

Average:  . --  

11.47 

10.20 

10.84 

15.84 

Mother:  1 14.65  19.65 


It  appears  that  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  a child,  limited  for  the 
present  to  these  four  items,  varies  considerably  according  to  age, 
and  also  varies  somewhat  as  between  boys  and  girls  due  to  dif- 
ference in  the  amount  of  necessary  food  and  clothing.  The  cost  for 
boys  varies  between  $7.10  for  children  under  2,  to  it 7.10  for  children 
15  years  old;  the  cost  for  girls  from  $7.10  to  $14.90.  The  average 
cost  for  all  ages  appears  to  be  $11.47  for  boys  and  $10.20  for  girls. 

However,  these  data  must  be  somewhat  modified.  The  study  of 
all  cases  jointly  supported  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  of 
Philadelphia  and  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  indicates  that  out 
of  68  children  in  16  families,  none  were  under  2 rears  old  and  only 
o under  five  years  old,  the  bulk  of  the  children  being  between  five  and 
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fourteen  years  old.  It  is,  therefore,  more  accurate  to  eliminate  from 
the  computation  the  cost  of  children  under  five.  And  if  that  is  done, 
the  average  monthly  cost  per  child  would  be  $12.30  including  only 
the  four  above  mentioned  items. 

In  addition,  the  cost  of  the  same  items  for  the  mother  must  also 
be  taken  into  consideration.  These  figures  are  summarized  in  the 
following  statement: 


AVERAGE  COST  OF  PERSONAL  ITEMS  FOR  BOYS,  GIRLS  AND  MOTHER: 

(Per  month) 


Item 

Boys 
5 to  16 

Girls 
5 to  16 

Average 
for  Chn. 
5 to  16 

Moth'  r 

Fool,  

$ 8 46 

$ 7 48 

$ 7 97 

$ 9 75 

Clothing,  

3 62 

2 74 

3 18 

3 66 

Recreation,  

64 

64 

64 

50 

Incidentals,  — , T 

51 

51 

51 

75 

Total , 

$13  23 

$11  37 

$12  30 

$14  65 

Of  the  expenditures  Deferrable  to  the  family,  as  a whole,  the  most 
important  are  rent,  fuel,  light,  household  supplies.  In  addition, 
individual  families  may  carry  special  items  which,  however,  are  of 
lesser  importance. 

(a)  Rent.  Actual  experience  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  with 
16  families  which  are  supported  jointly  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance 
Fund  of  Philadelphia  County,  and  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  (see 
Table  V.)  shows  a total  rent,  July  1924,  of  $374.70,  making  an 
average  rental  per  family  of  $23.40.  The  total  number  of  persons 
in  these  16  families  was  S4,  making  the  average  rental  per  person 
$4.46.  As  the  number  of  families  is  too  small  to  produce  a depend- 
able average,  the  rental  charges  of  all  the  204  families  of  two  persons 
and  over,  receiving  relief  from  the  Jewish  “Welfare  Society  in  Jan- 
uary 1924,  were  studied  and  the  results  are  shown  in  Table  TV. 


TABLE  IV.— SHOWING  AVERAGE  MONTHLY  RENT  PAID  PER  FAMILY  AND  PER  PERS  >N 

IN  204  RELIEF  CASES. 


No.  of  Person? 

No. 

of 

Oases 

No. 

ot 

Persons 

Total 

Am't. 

Average 

per 

Family 

Average 

pr 

Person 

2,  

27 

54 

$333  00 

$12  33 

$6  17 

3,  

36 

108 

587  00 

16  31 

5 44 

4, 

40 

l m 

605  00 

17  38 

4 35 

5,  _ 

39 

145 

637  00 

21  97 

4 30 

8,  - __ 

25 

150 

560  00 

22  40 

$ 73 

1,  

20 

140 

492  00 

24  GO 

3 51 

8.  _ . 

16 

144 

464  00 

29  00 

3 63 

412, 

11 

113 

285  00 

25  91 

2 53 

Total,  - . 

204 

1,014 

$4,053  00 

Average:  _ _ 

- 

19  87 

4 08 

18 

The  total  rent  of  the  204  families  for  a given  month  was  $4,053, 
making  an  average  monthly  rental  per  family  of  practically  $20 
($19.87),  and  the  average  rent  per  person  of  $4.00.  The  table  also 
brings  out  the  important  point  that  while  the  average  rent  per 
family  naturally  increases  with  the  size  of  the  family  from  some  $12 
for  a family  of  two,  to  nearly  $30  for  a family  of  eight,  the  average 
rent  per  person  on  the  contrary  decreases  with  the  increase  in  the 
size  of  the  family,  from  over  $6.00  for  the  smallest  family  to  about 
$2.50  for  the  largest  family. 

(b)  Fuel.  The  Jewish  Welfare  Society  furnishes  fuel  in  kind, 
varying  with  the  size  of  the  home,  from  one  ton  for  the  smallest 
apartment  to  four  or  live  tons  for  a six-room  house.  An  actual 
computation  for  the  16  families  indicates  that  when  the  annual  cost 
of  fuel  is  divided  into  12  monthly  installments,  it  amounts  to  some 
$3.86  per  month  per  family,  or  a little  less  than  75c  per  person  per 
family. 

(c)  Light.  The  allowance  for  light  varies  in  accordance  with  the 
size  of  the  family  and  the  apartment,  from  $1  to  $2.50  per  month. 
The  average  allowance  for  light  for  the  16  families  was  $1.98  per 
month  or  some  40c  per  person. 

(d)  Household  Furnishings.  This  item  is  of  lesser  importance. 
The  average  allowance  per  family  for  the  16  families  was  only  $1.19 
per  month  per  family,  or  24c  per  person. 

Computed  on  the  above  basis,  the  neceSsaiy  allowances  may  be 
summarized  as  follows: 


Item  (Per  month) 

Child 

Mother 

Food  

$7.97 

$9.75 

3.65 

Clothing  

3.18 

Recreation  & Incidentals  

1.15 

1.25 

Rent  

4.06 

4.06 

Fuel  

75 

.75 

Household  Furnishings 

24 

.24 

Total  

$17.35 

$19.70 

The  computation,  therefore,  shows  that  an  ample  budget  for  widow 
and  children  would  require  on  an  average  of  $17.35  for  the  child 
per  month,  and  $19.70  for  the  mother. 

That  the  above  computations  are  not  at  all  fanciful  or  arbitrary 
is  shown  by  the  experience  of  16  families,  which  is  given  in  detail 
in  tables  V and  VI.  The  tables  show  the  number  of  children  in  each 
family,  according  to  age,  the  budgetary  computations  for  each  family, 
classified  as  to  items,  the  total  budget,  the  revenues  from  other 
sources  which  some  families  have,  the  allowance  given  by  the 
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Mothers’  Assistance  Fund,  and  the  supplements  given  by  the  Jewish 
Welfare  Society.  The  16  families  have  been  divided  into  two  groups. 
The  first,  consisting  of  5,  received  their  entire  clothing  allowance 
in  cash.  In  the  second,  consisting  of  11  families,  clothing  is  given  in 
kind  except  that  working  children  receive  a cash  allowance  for 
clothing.  In  all  cases,  fuel  is  given  in  kind. 


'i'ABLfe  V.— SHOWING:  FAMILIES  RECEIVING  MOTHERS’  ASSISTANCE  AND  AID  FROM  THE  JEWISH  WELFARE  SOCIETY,  July  1,  1S>24. 

A.  FAMILIES  RECEIVING  FULL  CLOTHING  ALLOWANCE 
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TABLE  VI. -SHOWING:  FAMILIES  RECEIVING  MOTHERS’  ASSISTANCE  AND  AID  FROM  THE  JEWISH  WELFARE  SOCIETY,  July  1,  1924. 

B.  FAMILIES  RECEIVING  CLOTHING  IN  KIND  (EXCEPT  W ORKING  CHILDREN  WHO  RECEIVE  CASH  FOR  CLOTHING) 
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‘Fuel  furnished  by  Jewish  Welfare  Society  in  kind.  Cost  of  Fuel  actually  lurnUhed  during  winter  of  1923-24  divided  by  12. 


22 


In  calculating  the  total  budget  and  the  total  amount  of  assist- 
ance given  by  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society,  the  actual  (wholesale) 
cost  of  articles  given  in  kind  to  eacli  family  has  been  ascertained 
for  a full  year  and  divided  by  12,  to  determine  the  monthly  cost  of 
those  articles.  The  results  of  these  tables  may  be  summarized  as 
follows : 


Number  of  families,  July  1924  10 

Number  of  adults  in  those  families  10 

Number  of  children  68 

Total  number  of  persons  im  tlie  families  84 

Total  monthly  budget  $1531.69 

Average  monthly  budget  per  family  95.73 

Average  monthly  budget  per  person  18.23 

Total  monthly  revenues  of  family  from  other  sources,  July  1924  $204.33 

Total  contributed  monthly  by  the  Mothers'  Assistance  fund  760.00 

Total  contributed  monthly  by  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  

In  cash  $420.15 

In  kind  142.64  562.79 

Average  contributed  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund,  per  family  ....  47.50 

Average  contributed  by  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society,  per  family  35.17 

Average  contributed  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  per  person  9.05 

Average  contributed  by  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  per  child,  under 

16  12.26 


It  may  be  noticed  that  the  average  budget  per  person  is  approximate- 
ly equal  for  the  two  groups,  although  the  amount  of  clothing  allow- 
ance per  person  was  naturally  higher  for  the  first  group,  which  re- 
ceives a cash  allowance,  than  the  second  group  receiving  clothing  in 
kind,  being  $3.50  per  person  against  $2.22.  The  reason  for  the  dif- 
ference is  obvious,  as  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  is  able  to  purchase 
clothing  at  wholesale  prices  very  much  lower  than  those  which  the 
family  has  to  pay  in  retail  trade.  As  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund 
can  naturally  not  furnish  clothing  in  kind,  the  higher  value  should 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

The  reason  why  the  average  budget  per  person  for  the  second 
group  of  families  is  not  lower,  notwithstanding  the  saving  of  aboul 
$1.28  per  month  on  clothing,  may  be  found  in  larger  allowances  for 
carfares  and  incidentals  required  in  some  of  the  families  of  the  sec- 
ond group,  because  it  contains  a larger  number  of  childern  over  10 
who  are  working.  These  larger  allowances  do  not  increase  the  burden 
upon  either  public  or  private  relief  agencies,  since  they  are  more  than 
compensated  for  by  the  income  from  work  of  such  individuals. 

Recently,  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  made  a very  careful  study 
of  the  budgets  of  37  families,  with  the  following  results: 


23 


TABLE  VII. — SHOWING  AVERAGE  BUDGET  PER  FAMILY  AND  PER  PERSON,  ACCORDING 
TO  SIZE  OF  FAMILY  IN  37  FAMILIES,  RECEIVING  AID  FROM  THE  JEWISH 
WELFARE  SOCIETY.  (PER  MONTH) 


No.  in  Family 

No.  of  Families 

(Budget) 

Fer  Family  Per  Person 

2,  

2 

55  28 

27  04 

3,  

9 

71  58 

23  86 

4,  

S 

83  17 

20  70 

5,  . 

8 

100  22 

20  04 

6,  _ _ _ _ _ 

7 

116  24 

10  37 

7 and  8,  . .. 

3 

138  20 

18  71 

37 

92  81 

20  56 

If  the  above  computations  should  be  taken  as  final,  they  would  in- 
dicate roughly  that  each  person  costs  from  $18.23  to  $20.56  per  month 
and  an  allowance  would  have  to  reach  the  amount  of  $20  per  child, 
with  an  additional  $29  for  the  first  child  to  provide  the  necessary  ex- 
penditures for  the  mother.  There  is,  however,  one  factor  which  must 
be  taken  into  consideration,  and  that  has  already  been  pointed  out 
in  connection  with  rent.  The  average  cost  per  person  decreases  with 
the  increase  in  the  size  of  the  family. 

There  is,  therefore,  a substantial  difference  in  the  average  cost 
per  person  in  small  and  large  families,  varying  between  $27.64  and 
$18.71. 

On  a basis  of  this  rather  limited  experience,  it  appears  that  the 
average  monthly  cost  per  person,  according  to  the  size  of  the  family, 
is  as  follows: 


The  first  and  second  person  (each)  $27.65 

The  third  person  16.30 

The  fourth  person  15.87 

The  fifth  person  17.05 

The  sixth  person  16.02 

The  seventh  person  14.65 


In  round  figures  it  may,  therefore,  be  assumed  that  approximately 
$15  per  month  is  sufficient  to  meet  the  expenditures  of  additional 
children,  provided  the  allowance  for  the  first  two  children  is  made 
sufficiently  high.  To  allow  for  a sufficient  budget,  the  allowance 
would  have  to  be  $40  for  the  mother  and  the  general  housing  ex- 
penditures, and  an  additional  $15  for  each  child,  making  in  round 
figures  the  following  schedule: 


For  mother  and  one  child $55  (Per  month ) 

For  mother  and  two  children  70  (Per  month) 

For  mother  and  three  children  85  (Per  month) 

For  mother  and  four  children  100  (Per  month) 

For  mother  and  five  children  115  (Per  month) 


It  cannot  be  emphasized  too  strongly  that  the  standards  proposed 
here  are  not  excessive.  They  are  the  actual  standards  accepted  by 
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the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  for  the  families  under  its  care.  It  is 
recognized,  however,  that  they  represent  a substantial  increase  over 
the  assistance  provided,  under  the  present  law.  In  order  to  pro- 
ceed oil  the  most  conservative  basis  which  accords  with  l’easonablv 
adequate  aid,  as  shown  by  the  data  presented  in  the  memorandum, 
the  following  scale  of  assistance  is  proposed: 


For  the  first  child  $35 

For  the  second  child  20 

For  the  third  and  fourth  child,  each 15 

For  each  additional  child 10 

(Including  an  unborn  child.) 


A comparison  between  the  average  budget  of  the  Jewish  Welfare 
Society  and  the  scale  proposed,  and  the  percentage  relation  between 
the  two  is  given  in  the  following  table: 


No.  of  Children 

Total  No. 
in  Family 

Average 
Monthly  Budget 
Per  Family 

Seale 

Proposed 

Percentage 

1,  .. 

2 

$55 

$35 

63% 

9 

3 

70 

F5 

78% 

3.  ___ 

4 

85 

70 

8*0/, 

4,  __ 

5 

100 

85 

,85% 

5,  __  — — ___  __ 

6 

115 

95 

82% 

G,  

7 

130 

105 

81% 

7.  

8 

145 

115 

79%, 

S,  

9 

160 

125 

78% 

Tn  other  words,  the  average  scale  proposed  roughly  constitutes 
78%  of  the  actual  budgets  of  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society  or  about 
06%  of  the  standard  budget  of  the  Bureau  of  Municipal  Research. 
Surely,  a scale  of  benefits  which  hopes  to  meet  the  economic  problem 
fully,  cannot  go  below  two-thirds  of  the  normal  budget,  and  yet 
claim  to  provide  reasonable  conditions  of  living. 

The  proposed  allowance  for  families  of  one  and  two  children  pro- 
vides a smaller  percentage  of  the  average  budget  needed  for  full 
support  (as  computed  by  the  Jewish  Welfare  Society)  than  for 
families  of  three,  four,  five  and  six  children,  and  may  be  justified 
by  the  greater  opportunities  for  supplementary  earnings  on  the  part 
of  the  mother.  Where  the  children  under  sixteen  number  three  or 
more,  the  opportunity  for  such  earnings  is  more  reduced  and  outside 
work  on  the  part  of  the  mother  is  much  less  desirable. 

The  proposed  allowance  for  families  of  over  seven  children  also  pro. 
vides  a smaller  percentage  of  the  average  budget  needed  for  full 
support,  but  may  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  in  large  families 
there  are  almost  always  one  or  more  working  children  who  are  con- 
tributing to  the  income.  | j 


